REMARKS 

As a preliminary matter, Applicant requests acknowledgement of the 
supplemental information disclosure statement that is filed herewith. An initialed 
copy of the form 1449 is requested. 

Applicant notes that prosecuiion has not been advanced substantively 
with the most recent office action. The advisor>' action refixsed entry of the December 
16, 2010 amendment and indicated that the amendment would overcome the rejections 
as written, 

Having filed an RCE, Applicant now faces the exact same rejection 
respecting claims 1-4 and 6-12, and an unexpected "interpretation" with respect to 
claims 1,3-19. An overall goal of fair and eOicient prosecution is met only when 37 
CFR IJ04 is followed. Rule 104(i)(a) requires thai "the examiner shall make a 
thorough study thereof and shall make a diorough investigation of the available prior 
art relating to the subject matter of the claimed invention," The speciirc grounds of 
rejection as presented in the current action are addressed separately below, and, if the 
case is not allowed, Applicant respectfully requests notice of any responsive 
interpretations or theory that are likely to be applied and haven't been yet. 

Cllaims 1-4 md 6-19 stand rejected under 35 IJ.S.t'. 103 as being 
allegedly obvious over Doshi, U.S. Patent No. 6,144,667 in viev¥' of Scott, XLS. Patent 
No. 7,123,608, llie rejection is respectfully tmversed. 'fhe specific new comments 
in the rejection are addressed. Previous arguments maintained, but will not be 
repeated 

C jla im,,13 ~19 InterpretatloB of ^^Home'' and '^Office''' 
According to the present office action, the application does not "define 
home or office telephone connections in any meaningful way. The applicant could 
have chosen to me an arbitrary moniker for the phone lines and it would not change 

the fact that the claim is drawn to a gateway connected to a phone line J' This is a 
iegalSy incorriict interpretation that ignores {.ordinary meaning and the present 
specifjcatiott. Ordinary words have "plain meanings", and such meanings should be 
applied during examination in a maimer that is consistent with the specification. 
MPKP §2111.01. The pending claims must be "given their broadest reasonable 
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iiiteipretation consistent witli the specification." MPEP §2111 quoting Phillips v. 
AWHCorp., 415 F.3d 1303, 75 USPQ2d 1321 (Fed Cir. 2005), 

The Eixaminer appears to be giving "home or oifice telephone 
connection" no meaning by deciding that it can be an "arbiirarj' moniker". Deciding 
that a claim terra is an "arbilrars' moniker" is an admission thai neither ordinary 
mefuiing or the context of the present specification has been considered. 

The Examiner declares the terminology to be arbitrary and then 
concludes that Scott reads upon the claims because connections in "Scott can be 
considered 'office' connection because clearly they are related to a place of business" 
and can also be "considered 'home' connections becaiise the applicant lias not claimed 
any frame of reference... [and] any building widi teleplione connections in Scott is 
*home' to the PC gateway disclosed by Scott." Iliis claim interpretation is legally 
incorrect for 1) failing to apply any meaning, i.e„ declaring the claim terms to be mere 
"monikers"; 2) tailing to apply ordinary meaning to "home or office telephone 
connection": and 3) failing to apply a meaning that is con.sistent with the pre.sent 
specification. 

Declaring claim terms to be "monikers" improperiy excuses the 
discovery of any meaning in the terms. "Home telephone connection" is not a 
moniker or arbitrary name, and any artisan would find meaning in the phrase. The 
same is true "office telephone comiection". Declaring specific claim tenns to be niei-e 
**monikers" abdicates the duty of the Patent Office to provide a legally cotrect 
interpretation. 

A quick seajtch of USPTO records indicates that a "home telephone" is 
not a phone company resource by ordinaiy meaning, nor is an "oftlce telephone". For 
example, US 7908211 (owned by AT&T) states in the background section, that "the 
user may instruct that calls placed to his or her oMce telephone are to be forwarded to 
a home telephone oi a mobik pbon^. I S"^)0"y64 state; icgaiding 1 Kj 6 that the 
mks ma spcciiv ihai Lutam ri,ce5\cd w*lK snould be ducctiv ttansmUicd to a -voii^c 
mai! s\sicm andoi thvit othei rcv.ci\cd calls should W tjanslcircd to a home 
telephone." Many other patents mdicate that "home telephone" ha.s cieai- meanuig. 
Searching the term "home telephone" reveals that the meaning intended by Applicant 
is correct, and that the Examiner's attempt to ignore the meaning as a moniker is not. 
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The same is re^^ealed by a search of "office telephone", eg,, US7907706 states in the 
background section that "Current home or small office telephone equipment is 
incompatible witli lelecommunications products that ofier some of the foregoing 
benefits," The remaining patents reveaied by the "office telephone" search similarly 
reveal that the Examiner's interpretation is incorrect. Evan the applied art recognizes 
a difference beiween private home/office connections and phone company side 
resources. DosM idenliiles separately an individual customer locations 10 a«d 20 and 
a "local or toll-free telecommonications link 5" to the Internet 50 and the link 6 'to the 
voice telephone network". C6, L47; FIG. 1 A. 

The language of the claims and specification also indicate that fee 
lixaminer's inlerprelatiou is incon-ect. for example, claim 1 (Irom which claims 1 2- 
14 depend) adds the context that the host is "connected to a local phone service via 
local phone line". Properly read together, the "home office connection" that connects 
the host "to a locaJ phone sen'ice via a local phone line" couid only be interpreted to 
be a private residence with a connection to a local phone service. Thus, the host in 
that instance is a personal computer in a private residence. The claims must be Jt-ead as 
a whole, and no proper interpretation of the claims compares tlie claimed personal 
home or office personal computer/hosts as being phone company resom-ces. 

Such an interpretation would be expressly contrary to the specification, 
which is legally incorrect. The specification makes clear that home and office 
connections are the connections of individual users, and this context has also beeti 
igt:iored in the rejection: 

1 ) "allow a person, having access to an Internet connection, to receive calls 
and make calls using his/her home or office telephone;" PI, L9-10; 

2) "the in vention can exploit availability of an existing voice modem port 
on the user's home or office computer;" PI, LI 2-1 3; 

3) "the iiivemion enables people to use their PCP (POrS, cell, PBX) phone 
connection(s) from anywhere that an Internet connecdon is available;" P2, 1.22-24; 

4) "individual and enter|wise customers will be attracted by the 
convenience of "anytime, anywhere" access to their home and/or office telephone 
connections; P3, L2-5; 
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5) "to receive calls and make calls using his/lier home or office telephone"; 
Abstract. 

In sum, a legally correci interpretation of home and/or office telephone 
connectioti{s) precludes reading claim 13-19 upon Scott/Doshi's phone company 
resources. This is true though, as the Exarniner points out, Scott's gateways can be 
realized with personal computers. Scott states in column 9 that Scott's gateway server 
\ 10 or 130 can be a personal computer. 

The problem with application of Scott/Doshi, is that ScottyBoshi 
represent phone company solutions. Thus, the gateway sen^ere in Scott are an 
interface between the public switched telephone network and the packet switched 
network. Ll-3. The invention as claimed in. claims 13- 1 9 is a solution that is 
independent from the phone company resources because each separate home or office 
local phone line connection is not the phone network, but instead is mi individual 
owner's home or office connection to the phone network. I'he invention in claimis 13- 
19 does not interface the phone companies' telephone switched network to the Internet 
as the VoIP systems of Scott/Doshi, but instead interfaces a private home or office 
connection. 

New Claim 20 Cttstomer Comiection 

The above interpretations are the only legally correct interpretations, 
ifowever, since the Examiner continues to compare the phone company gateways to 
the home and office connections to local phone lines, claim 20 is added in further 
exploration of tliis issue. In claim 20, the home and/or office telephone connections to 
local phone lines are ''telephone company customer connections." This emphasises 
that they are customer connections as opposed to phone company gateways between 
the phone company network and the Internet. If this could resolve the issue, a positive 
indication would be appreciated and Applicant would appreciate the foil opinion of 
the Examiner. 

Apphcant also solicits ideas if the Examiner disagrees. The gist of what 
Applicant has been arguing and attempting to claim must be clear to the Exarainer. 
The language adopted previously has apparently failed to meet the Examiner's 
expectations. Applicant still believes that the claims clearly distinguish from tlie 
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iiiteipretation applied, but welcome the suggestion of aitemative language consistent 
with the nature of protection that Applicant clearly seeks. 

ClaiiDS 1-4 and 6-12 

The Examiner supports the rejections with lurther explanation of Scott 
as having PCs as gateways. The combination is not disputed, but the corabination 
does not suggest the invention of any of claims 1-4 and 6-12 because the gateway 120 
of Doshi and the gateways 1 10/130 of Scott are not fairly compared to the "host being 
connected to a local phone service via a local phone line" (see, e.g., claim 1) such that 
a call is routed to a host connected to a local phone ser\'ice via a local, phone line. No 
gateway in Doshi, Scott ever uses a local phone line connection of a host to route any 
calls "via the local phone line of the host that is in the local area." The Examiner 
points to the voices switches in Doshi as the hosts, but die voice switches are part of 
the public or toll switched telecommunications network 100. C6, 9-20; FKJ. 1 A, 
Doshi contradicts the i:>'xan;uner's inteipretation, because Doshi identifies separately 
individual customer locations 10 and 20 and a "local or toU-free teiecommunications 
link 5" to the Interaet 50 and the link 6 "to the voice telephone network", C6, T47; 
FIG. 1 A, The voice switches in Doshi can't correspond to the claimed hosts becaase 
only the customer locations 10 and 20 meet the claim requirement of being both 
connected to a local phone service via a local phone line and to the Internet (and ai-e 
specifically identified in Doshi as being local customer locations). 

This distinction reniains linaddressed In the rejection, and is an issue 
with respect to each of the independent claims. Doshi/Scott do not direct any client 
communications through the local phone line associated with a host In Doshi/Scott, 
the host is the telephone company. In the claims, the host is connected to a telephone 
company via its local phone line and such a host is used to achieve the localization of 
the phone ^cr\ icc^ indcpendcntiy :hc -^cpsc thai iho phone compan> performs no 
aciiun and pro\ide<! no addiiicmal cquip'rcrti of the phone conipan>. A routing for d 
client in \hc ilami^ is thiough the local phone lino ol" a host, ihus, a hosiN loca! 
phone line in the claims necessarily acts as a conduit lor calls of .separate clients. No 
such use of a local phone line is anywhere disclosed in either of Doshi/Scott, and this 
important reading of the claim stmcture as a whole is absent in the rejection. In 
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Doshi/Scott the only data/'voice communications that proceed tlirougli local phone 
iines are by the customers served by those loca! phone lines and not any other clients. 

For all of the above reasons, reconsideration and allowance of the 
instant application is requested. Should the ex^iner have any questions or conceras 
that could be resolved by a telephone conference, the examiner is invited to contact 
the midersigned attorney at the below listed number. 

RespectftiUy submitted, 

GREER, BURNS & GRAIN, LTD, 



By /STEVEN F. FALLON/ 
Steven P, I-allon 
Regi,stration No. 35 J 32 
Attorney for Applicant 

May 2, 201 1 

300 South Wacker Drive, Suite 2500 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 
(312)360-0080 
Customer No. 24978 
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